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REMARKS 

The examiner's Action dated November 14, 2006, has 
been received, and its contents carefully noted. 

In addition, record is made of a telephone 
discussion held with the examiner on January 11, 2007. Prior 
to that discussion, undersigned submitted a memorandum of 
issues to be discussed at an interview. After considering 
that memorandum, the examiner indicated that if claim 7 were 
amended as proposed in an attachment to that memo, it would be 
considered to distinguish patentably over the applied 
references. The examiner further indicated that if those 
amendments were submitted in conjunction an RCE, the first 
action in connection with the RCE would, in any event, not be 
made final . 

The following is a substance of the memorandum 
submitted on January 10, 2007, constituting a summary of the 
substance of the telephone discussions held with the examiner. 

* * * * 

SUMMARY OF SUBSTANCE OF ISSUES PRESENTED TO THE EXAMINER 

Claim 7, in its previous version, and as it is 
proposed to be amended, defines dimensions of the dies of the 
second compacting unit with reference to relevant dimensions 
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of the first unit, rather than with reference to any 
dimensions of the blank. 

It will be noted that claim 7, as previously- 
presented, and as in the attached proposed amendment, already 
specifies that the first unit is provided for pressing 
particles into a blank. This inherently means that the 
resulting blank must have the same dimensions as the pressing 
faces of the first unit. It thus follows that since the 
active faces of the dies of the second unit have dimensions 
larger than the given dimensions of the pressing faces of the 
first unit, then the active faces of the dies of the second 
unit must necessarily have larger dimensions than the blank 
that is conveyed to the second unit . 

As disclosed in the present specification, it is 
this dimensional relationship that reduces the difficulty of 
properly positioning the blank in the second unit. 

* * * * 

Claim 7 has now been amended in a manner identical 
to the proposed amendments shown in the attachment to the 
memorandum submitted on January 10, 2007. It is submitted 
that, in view of the points discussed above, claim 7 now 
distinguishes patentably over the prior art. 
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It will further be noted that claim 1 has been 
cancelled and that claims 2 and 4-6 have been amended to 
depend directly from claim 7 . 

In addition, claim 7 has been amended to overcome 
the rejection presented in Section 3 of the last Office 
Action. 

Accordingly, it is requested that the rejections of 
record be reconsidered and withdrawn, that the pending claims 
be allowed and that the application be found in allowable 
condition. 

If the above amendment should not now place the 
application in condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
invited to call undersigned counsel to resolve any remaining 
issues . 

Respectfully submitted, 

BROWDY AND NEIMARK, P.L.L.C. 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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